In German and many other Germanic languages, there is no fixed order of S and O as in an SVO language such as English. Rather, the topology of the declarative non-dependent sentence is canonically defined by the position of the finite and (where relevant) the non-finite parts of the verb. Together, they build up the sentence'brace', i.e., they define the front-field (before the finite verb), middle field (between finite and non-finite parts of the verb), and end-field (which often remains empty, but accommodates, for instance, post-positioned subordinate phrases). The front-field, also called topic position, may be filled by any constituent of the sentence, obligatory or non-obligatory. However, exactly one constituent (which, of course, may be of considerable complexity) can occupy this position.2 This restriction also applies to sentence adverbials and adverbial clauses, and to relative or complement clauses. Cf. the examples in Fig. 1 .
English, of course, allows more than one constituent before the finite verb, for instance a subject preceded by a disjunct or conjunct (Quirk & Greenbaum 1973:242ff ; also cf. Allerton & Cruttenden 7974) , or an adverbial clause. Cf. the translations of the German examples (a) and (c):
Of course, one cannot make it on one's own. (c) If I had had you here, I had gotten furious.
The only elements that may precede the front field according to the grammars of written standard German, however, are the true conjunctions und'and', oder'or', sondern'but', denn'for' and the (for other reasons) syntactically somewhat divergent coniunction aber'but'. ' A more detailed syntactic account of the pre-front field spoken German -and many moe exemplary extracts taken ftom conversational materials -may be found in Auer (in press); also cf. Thim-Mabrey 1988.
2 For a discussion of the front field and of some putative exceptions to the rule that X may only be one single constituent, cf . Faucher 1971; Schr0der 1977119114; van de Velde 1978 . Clauses and phrases in the front field can be taken up by an anaphoric element, however; in this case of prolepsis, most grammarians of German argue that both the dependent clause and the anaphoric element are in the front field, possibly in a relationship of adjunction within the Comp-phrase. For details, cf. Selting 1993. While the above restrictions of German syntax hold for the standard, particularly in many of its written forms, spoken German (as well as some belletristic and journalistic written styles borrowing from it) are more liberal. Here, another constituent may precede the front field in certain well-defined cases. The topological position of these constituents I will call the pre-front field; see Fig.z .
The interest in the pre-front field position of German goes beyond the fact that it is little explored. It also central to an adequate understanding of the left margin (or beginning) of syntactic gestalts3 in German as a whole. As has been
The pre-front fcld in spokn German 297 repeatedly noticed by researchers of spoken syntax, the beginning and end of syntactic gestalts are often underdetermined in oral language. However, the right and left margin of a syntactic gestalt do not behave in a similar or even less in a mirror-image way. Termination (closure) of a syntactic gestalt is characteristically flexible and underdetermined because of its in-principle expandability (cf. Auer I99I, 7992, L996; Schegloff 1996) . The beginning (opening) of a syntactic gestalt is ambiguous or underdetermined if early constituents can be (re)defined as elements of various syntactic gestalts. Both expandability and syntactic ambiguity are technical solutions to interactional problems participants face in conversation: Expandability minimizes gaps and secures understanding, since it makes the termination of a syntactic gestalt-pattern negotiable between speaker and recipient, providing an important repair space. Early ambiguity minimizes gaps since it helps early starters to take over the turn without having to plan their subsequent utterance fully. In this sense, the German pre-front field position is, as I will argue here, a perfect opening device for a syntactic gestalt of spoken language, for its projecting force is weak and the gestalt opening therefore remains underdetermined.
last, but not in the least, the pre-front field of German is of particular linguistic interest, because it is a preferred locus for processes of grammaticalization; by this I mean both processes by which interactionally grounded (sequential) patterns are routinized and sedimented into grammatical ones and processes by which adverbials turn into discourse markers. Note that (final) expandability and (initial) ambiguity are not syntactic issues per se; rather, they are primarily (and possibly universally) relevant in the domain of turn construction. If syntax, and in particular spoken syntax, displays construction qpes which mirror these turn-related construction principles, these construction types most likely are grammatical sedimentations of interactional structures. This paper is structured as follows. I will give an overview of the ways in which the pre-front position is used in spoken German in section 2, and add some notes on its prosodic packaging and semanto-pragmatic interpretation in sections 3 and 4. In section 5, I will point out how the various structures in the German pre-front field can undergo grammaticalization. Only a very limited number of examples will be discussed, due to limitations of space.
2. Constituents in the pre-front field 2.1, Things that look likc adverbials The list of German adverbials which can be placed in the pre-front field is similar, but in not identical with that of the "disjuncts" and "conjuncts" Quirk & Greenbaum (1973) give for English.a Here are some typical examples:
(d) that the syntactic whole is always more than its parts (mnstituents).
4 For instance,Engl. personally, confidentialty, fonunately, wrongly, surprisingty and others do not have German pre-front field equivalents. In general, the German adverb-forming derivative suffix -weire seems to be much less suited for producing pre-front field elements than the English -fadverbs: cf . foranatety vs. gltlcklicherw eis e. Apart from simple lexical items such as niimlich, natiirlich or nur, more complex constituents may be used (including participle constructions such as genau gesagt 'strictly speaking', noch einmal 'once more', the topicalizerlcleft construction was X betrifft 'regarding X', or infinitival constructions such as um gleich mal auf Fdkten zu kommen 'to come to the facts right away' or um es mal gqnz klar zu sagen'to put it plainly'.
2.2.Ihings that lmk lilce 'dcpendcnt clauses'
Pre-front field constituents may also contain a finite verb, such as in the following cases of conditional and temporal lryer?n-clauses: A: ds hat sch6 so phase gee wo i so wahnsinnig (0.5) deprCssiv war weil i mir mei zulanfr -it v6rstelle-konnt; (2.0) undl -wenn i fu14 ehrlich bi -h (1.5) i_ kl: se mir jeat rwar bissle vdrstelle, aber i ha toadem no angscht -A: there were times when I was so madly (0.5) depressive because -I couldn't imagine a future -for myself; (2.0) and/ -if ! am honest -h (1.5) I can imagine one a little bit now, but still I have fear now you stay at home at all events and !f he comes; there is no match in Biberach today,= K: =!oS -just a minute I take it down.
Once more, a clear deviation from the usual XV...-pattern is involved; see Fig. 4 . With the 'adverbs' of the preceding section, these clauses share the characteristic feature of all pre-front field structures, i.e. to project syntactically into the following space without defining one particular syntactic gestalt. On its own, the adverbial clause would not, in its particular context, form a full syntactic gestalt. However, since the following clause starts with the usual front field, it shows no orientation whatsoever to syntactic embedding.6 Pre-front field clauses such as in (4) 6 In wdtten standard German, 'main clauses" -i.e. matrix clauses in a mmplex constructionare systematically different from 'independent/simple clauses", because a pre-positioned subordinated clause has to be produced in the prefield and thereby bans other constituents from this psition.
7 Cf. Matthiessen & Thompson 1988 for a discussion of the squishiness of "subordination'.
I For left-dislocations, cf. note 1. {<}dh -zCitraum:,=wir {>}sch'llEen dap des dh (0.5) sicherlich zwCi wbchen dduern wirQ dh Sie mtlssen sich also -mit der dnwort dh: ((schlucla)) nvei wochen gedillden? (0.5) IM: (....) we will inform the person eh -concerned=or rather the others as well of mune (0.5) who then drop out B:
mhm, IM:
eh -time:,=we assume that this eh (0.5) will surely take nvo weeks, eh so you have to be -patient waiting for an answer ((swallows)) for npo weeks (9) ("Bulimie 9226;2" [group therapy, Alemannic dialect])
C: do war im gschlift it vlel; 'h des=hab=i={s11=5cho as en grrind gnumme zum €sse; -oder dehdim. die hend vielleicht -0 / bloss e kldinigkeit gsait,=fttemol oder=oder nlx gsait do war eigentlich gar it vlel do; ha i des du gnumme zum esse;
C: there wasn't much to be done in the office; 'h this I took as a reason for eating already; -or at home, they maybe just -e/ said a tiny thing,=not even or=or said nothing it really wasn't much after all; I also took it as a reason for eating;
Again, a look at the topological structure shows the position of these phrases in front of the front field: The pre-ftont ficld in spokcn German 303 Extract (9) also makes it clear that the classification of the examples of 2.1.. as adverbial-like and those under the present heading as phrase-like is not unproblematic: Functionally, the phrase 'at home'belongs to the group of hanging topics -vaguely speaking, it introduces a new subtopic or example to support the argument; yet, its morpho-syntactic classification is fully compatible with that of an adverbial.
Things that lmk likc 'conjunctians'
Since true conjunctions precede the topic position in spoken and written, we are here interested in the typically oral use of certain subjunctions of written German such as weil'because', obwohl 'although' andwobei'although, however'only.e In spoken, but not written standard German, they may also introduce clauses which show all the characteristics of independent sentences:
(10) ("Pollen" [telephone conversation, two students]) du hattest son brCitbandschnupfen; ja ja (.) so [ab ende aprfl [hm Hasse; wobei (.) ich hab fistgestellt dap es nicht zwingend die pollen sind=die mich dahinrafensondem eher s=ozdn; s=ozdn? jo -weil p6llenflug is bei diesem wetter duch; ((etc.)) you had kind of a wide spectrum cold; yes yes (.) like [from the end of April onwards [oh great; however (.) I noticed that it need not be the pollen which €rry me offbut rather the ozone; the ozone? yes -because pollen we have as well in this weather If used in this way. these words assume an ambiguous syntactic status, sometimes switching category from subjunction to conjunction; see Fig. 6 .
2,5. Thinp that lmk lila sentences witlnut obligatory objects
This group of examples exemplifies a. pre-front field phenomenon which is not regularly seen as being related to the others. Yet, syntactic -and, as we shall later see, functional -reasons strongly suggest grouping it with them. 9 For r fuller discussion, cf. Giinthner, in this issue. Wobei has no straightforward English translation; it is a compound of a relative pronoun wo and a preposition bei. After verbs such as jemanden ansprechen (to be taken with), sagen (to say), wissen (to know), jemandem einfallen (to occur to somebody), German requires an object which, if it is not a phrase but a clause, needs to be introduced by subjunctions such as dal3 ('that') or ob ('whether') in the written standard language. On its own, the pre-front field 'matrix sentence' is not a full syntactic gestalt and therefore no turn-constructional unit. In the above examples of conversational language, however, the subjunction is lacking and the clausal'complement'necessary to close the gestalt has the word order of independent sentences instead of the verb-final constituent order to be expected in a subordinated clause; see Fig. 7 . The analysis proposed here differs from the more traditional one according to which the subjunction daplob would be said to be elided by some kind of ellipsis; see Fig. 8.11 It reverses the hierarchical relationship between the clause containing the verbum senrtendi, dicendi, etc., and the clause which semantically represents the object of saying or meaning (for which the German term Inhaltssatz -lit. 'content clause' -is not unfelicitous), and in doing so, it is in line with the functional-pragmatic analysis of subordination as a backgrounding strategy. (The more important information is of course contained in the 'content sentence', not in the preceding clause with a verbum dicendi, sentiendi, etc.) The enormous popularity of this structure is probably due in part to the fact that it is also used in written standard'German in a restricted environment, i.e., for direct speech (typ"r Xaver said: This is true.). In spoken German, the pattern extends far beyond verba dicendi (and even sentiendi). The exact syntactic and lexical conditions for this oral usage of the pre-front field still need to be explored.
ll Th" ellipsis-interpretation is also found for English in QuirlVGreenbaum 1973: 317. 2.6. Address terms and othcr attention-getterc
The final group of pre-front field constituents consists of 'vocatives' in the form of address terms (names, titles, second person pronouns, or combinations thereof), of expletives (equivalents of gos&, shit, etc.) of particles used as attention getters (such as hey!, na!,) and of imperatives used in the same function (komm!'come', hiirmal! 'listen'). This is not a non-standard, but rather standard usage of the pre-front field, but as vocatives and other attention-getters typically occur in oral language, they are included in this discussion: The pre-front field in spoken German 307 =horch-e-mal dl de hdd=doch der uns o:ngebo:dn um weviCl? in any case I should say Y€S' that you phone him right now fomission I you want to have the machine etc etc;:J don't need to tell you; 'h phone him, I am curious to hear what he will tell /ou;= =listen h/ he made an offer for us didn't he (15) ("Ro I,1" [role played job-interview]) 11>12: ich wrlrd Sie (ganz/dann) vielleicht mal bitten" -bitten die (>) erste frdge zu stellen# 12:
(2.0) hen ldhmann eh -ich hab mich nattlrlich mitihrenunterlagenbesch'dfigt?viclteicht l<l)nnten=se gdnz lam noch mal zusdmmenfassend; eh -ddrlegen; -eh ihre (.) berufliche entwtcklung?
I1>I2: I would like to ask you perhaps, -ask you to ask the first quesrion. 12: (2.0) Mr l,ohmann eh -of course I have read your application? maybe you could summarized in a few words eh -eh your (.) career development?
As the other pre-front field constituents, vocatives of this type project some following syntactic structure without obliging the speaker to chose a particular pattern. Schematically, they may be represented as follows (in (14), the pre-front field is additionally occupied by a hanging topic):
pre.front field In the preceding section, I have presented six types of pre-front field constituents in spoken German. They may be ordered on a continuum of syntactic complexity, from simply words to clause-like constructions. As some examples show, more than one constituent may be positioned in the pre-front field. I have suggested that the pre-front field should be treated as the very beginning of a syntactic gestalt, emerging in-time as the speaker begins to construe his or her turn or turn-component. Note that during the production of the constituent in question, its syntactic status is completely open; it may turn out to Occupy the front field, or rather the pre-front field, for instance. Only after the left sentence brace has been produced do recipients know what the constituent's syntactic status is. So the emergent gestalt is underdetermined during its production. Nevertheless, a syntactic gestalt is emerging; no turn constructional unit could possibly be said to have been completed after their production, in the given context.
In this section, the following two questions will be asked: a) Is the pre-front field realized as an intonational phrase (contour) of its own or is it integrated into the following contour? In the first case, prosody exposes the pre-front field, giving it pragmatic weight and relevance; its syntactic status is highlighted, and the pre-front field and the following structure may be said to represent an "idea unit" each (Chafe, e.g. 1985) . In the second case, the syntactic position of the pre-front field is treated just as any other syntactic position within the emergent syntactic gestalt; its special syntactic status is not underlined by prosody. Rather, intonation camouflages syntax. b) In the case of a prosodically exposed pre-front field, is the pre-front field contour terminated by an upward or downward pitch movement, or rather by level intonation?
A look at the data shows that both prosodically exposed and prosodically integrated pre-front fields occur; choosing one or the other seems to be in part a function of the length and syntactic complexity of the pre-front field constituent. The shortest of these constituents are conjunctions, and they are rarely produced as an intonational phrase of their own; the longest constituents are quasi-dependent clauses (type 2.2.) and clauses with verba sentiendi and dicendi (etc.) (typ" 2.5.). They usually constitute independent contours. But length and complexity surely do not determine the prosodic packaging of a pre-front field constituent. For instance, hanging topics (2.3.) and vocatives (2.6) are very often realized as contours of their own, while adverbials (2.1.) appear in either prosodic packaging. Yet, they are of similar size.
As an example, consider the stylized fundamental frequency (fo) extractions (roughly corresponding to perceived pitch movements) for examples (2), (3) and (1).
(2) and (3) show exposed pre-front fields with a nuclear pitch movement and final boundary movement. (Pauses delimiting the pre-front field occur, but are rather rare.) In (2), both phrases have a nuclear pitch movement (on the syllables nanlr;lich and ganz), the beginning of the second phrase is additionally marked by a downstep of pitch register. In (3), nuclear pitch movements may be found on nur and @fioand, and the second phrase is additionally marked by an upstep on das...; see Fig. 10 and Fig. 11 . On the other hand, ex. (1) shows prosodic integration; see Fig. 72 .In this case, a phrase boundary occurs before the adverbial in question (niimlich) which is integrated smoothly into the series of anacrustic syllables leading up to the accent on mut3.
How the pre-front field is handled therefore cannot be deduced from the type of pre-front field constituent we are dealing with. Rather, prosodic integration or exposure are contextualization cues upgrading or downgrading the pragmatic relevance of the pre'posed elements in specific ways that need to be analyzed in context. If the pre-front field is exposed prosodically, the final pitch movement characteristically is not a that of a 'continuing' intonation (i.e., a moderately rising post-nuclear contour), but rather level or even falling (as in (2), (3) or (6), repeated here in prosodic transcription).
...und wenn der kommt; in Biberach is heut kein Spiel This prosodic marking for a prosodic junctures within a complex syntactic construction is clearly exceptional in German. Some researchers have interpreted the absence of the more usual 'continuing' intonation as a prosodic indicator of syntactic ellipsis, at least in a non-integrated conditional/temporal clause such as (6).t'A simpler and more general explanation might be the following: The marked prosodic pattern is a cue for the recipient that the constituent just about to be completed is not the front field constituent (which it could be in morphosyntactic terms), but rather a pre-front field constituent.
Discourse functions of the pre-front field
The general function of the pre-front field is to frame the subsequent utterance, i.e. to provide some information which is important for its understanding. This framing function includes metalinguistic comments, but also many other functions. Metalinguistic (and indeed, metapragmatic) framing in the strict sense occurs when an aspect of the activity that is going to follow is formulated, e.g.,
-its position or function in a text (as in (1), where the pre-front field announces an explanation) -its turn-taking status (as in (4), where the pre-front field announces an interruption, or (13), where it accounts for the out-of-the-blue production of this utterance) -its addressee (as in the vocative of (15)).
Metapragmatic framing in the pre-front field is also involved in the so-called epistemic use of weil'because', as in (10) weil p6llenftug is bei diesem wetter duch; 13 because pollen we have as well in this wealher
Clearly, in this case, it is not the fact of pollen in the air which causes the speaker to react to ozone, but rather, the fact that ozone and pollen concentration is high during the same periods is the reason for her to believe that she reacts to ozone rather than pollen. Sometimes, the metapragmatic information conveyed by the pre-front field constituent is quite complex, such as in und wenn der kdmmt: in Biberach is heut kein spiel, and !f he comes; there is no match in Biberach today, where the conditional/temporal clause specifies the conditions under which the following utterance becomes pragmatically important.
Framing functions of the pre-front field also include modalization when the 12 The elliptical constituent, according to this view, is a verbum dicendi such as dann sag ihm 'then tell him'.
13 Cf. Gtinthner, in this volume; Couper-Kuhlen, in this volume for a prosodic treatment;
Sweetser 1990 for the terms 'speech act related' and "epistemic". The same meta-pragmatic status muld be conceded to speech-act related used of causal clauses discussed by the same authors.
(6)
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speaker's or some other person's or group of persons' perspective on the following statement is expressed. In the data presented here, this applies, for instance, to ex. Another frequent function of the pre-front field is connective framing. In this case, the pre-front field constituents establish a semantic relationship between the preceding and the subsequent utterance, or rather, their respective propositional contents. Their semantics is similar to that of the traditional conjunctions and subjunctions. For instance, in extract nrir: das ist mit nem finanziellen dufwand verbunden; only; this implies a financial effort;
and (10) wobei (.) ich hab f1stgestellt da!3 es nicht zwingend die pollen sind=die mich dahinraffensondem eher s=oz6n; however (.) I noticed that it need not be the pollen which carry me off but rather the ozone;
nur and wobei express a relationship of qualification or restriction very similar to the conjunction aber 'but' or the subjunction obwohl 'although. Pre-front field constituents of this kind therefore enrich the repertoire of verbal means to express fine-grained semantic relations between propositions.la Finally, topical framings (re-)introduce new topics, sub-topics or referents, cf., for instance. ex. oder dehdim, die hen^d vielleicht -6 I bloss e kl4inigkeit gsait or at home, they maybe just -ei said a tiny thing, Even from the very few examples discussed here it is obvious that there is no strict correlation between the form of the pre-front field constituent and its framing function; functions may typically be expressed by structures from more than one group.
To state positively what kind of pragmatic framing is served by the pre-front field position does not yet answer the negative question why the same pragmatic ends could not just as well be reached by using the same constituents in their canonical position, i.e. in the front, rtiddle or (in the case of clauses) end field. Apart from turn-taking considerations (pre-front field supports early starters), the following points need to be taken into account for answering this question:
First of all, many pre-front field constituents cannot be moved into one of the other positions under denotational equivalence, some not at all. For instance, if the 1a It *ill be noted that this finding contradicts the Stereotype that oral language typicallyy lacls the verbal means to express relations between propositions in a sophisticated way, an assumption that played an important role in Bernstein-type sociolinguistics.
(e) adverbial nur of ex. (3) (nfir; bt das mit nem finanziellen dufwand verbunden) is moved into the middle field, an alternative if not dominant semantic interpretation comes into play: The scope of the adverbial is narrowed down to the subsequent NP (das ist nur mit nem finanziellen Aufwand verbunden). Similar ambiguities or semantic shifts occur with the pre-front field constituents of (1), (4), (5), (6)15, (10) (weil). Some pre-front field constituents cannot be moved into another topological position at all (cf. hanging topics such as in (8), or address terms); sentences without obligatory objects (cf. section 2.5.) also require different transformations, if the pre-front field is to be avoided.
But even where the pre-front field constituent could be moved into another position under semantic equivalence, the pre-front field has a number of interactional and cognitive advantages. Above all, it is iconic: the frame is clearly separated from the framed structure, and it precedes it. Cognitively, this ensures that the context in which the following utterance is to be processed is available from the very start of the interpretation process, thus avoiding cognitively and/or interactionally demanding repair work. The canonical structure of (written) standard German is not well suited for this kind of jconic framing. Although the front field could be used for it, there are other things that need to be taken care of in this position. In particular, referential continuity is at stake, and topical material needs to be introduced here ('topic position'). There is, then, only one topological position available for a multitude of things that need to be done in the beginning of an emerging syntactic structure in standard (written) German. The pre-front field of spoken German is a nice solution to this problem; it allows dealing with framing matters and reserves the front field for referential continuiw.
5. Grammaticalization in and through the pre-front field I have been cautious to use terms like 'adverbial' or'conjunction' in an unhedged way in section 2. The reason is that these categories are usually defined in syntactic terms; yet, these syntactic definitions never take into account spoken syntax. If the same terms are used for the constituents in a syntactic position which is typical for spoken German but of restricted relevance for canonical written language, their meaning becomes metaphorical at best: In these positions, 'decategorialization'takes place. The syntactic problems are obvious. What we have called 'adverbials' are structures that can hardly be dealt with on a par with 'sentential adverbs' in written German syntax, for the first lack the freedom of position of the latter (cf. e.g. true sentence adverbials such as the derivations in -weise: Glilcklicherweise, etc,, which cannot be used in the pre-front field but anywhere else). What we have called 'dependent clauses' cannot be equated with the 'dependent clauses' of written standard German, since the latter require main clause syntax, while those in the pre-front field by definition do not. What we have called 'conjunctions' in our analysis of spoken German are partly 'subjunctions' in written standard German, where they co-occur with the verb-final syntax of German subordinated clauses, etc. The general reason for which traditional syntax-based categories cannot be taken at face value in an analysis of the pre-front field is that the pre-front field is a more peripheral position in the topology of the German sentence than the front, middle or end field: It has almost no morphosyntactic links with the rest of the sentence (which I will call the 'inner sentence frame' here for convenience). The absence of morphosyntactic links is nicely shown by the difference between the 'hanging topics' discussed in section 2.3., which are part of the pre-front field and have no resumptive pronoun within the inner sentence frame, and'left dislocations' (prolepses) which do have such a resumptive pronoun. l,oose syntactic attachment makes the pre-front field interactionally attractive: It projects something else to come, but does not oblige the speaker to subscribe to one particular syntactic project at a time where s/he may still be in the phase of planning. At the same time, loose syntactic attachment is also responsible for the high number of grammaticalization processes which converge in this topological position. Some of them will be discussed in this section.
Grammaticalization research is concerned with finding language-specific or universal 'clines'. "The term 'cline' itself has both historical and synchronic implications. Form a historical perspective, a cline is a natural pathway along which forms evolve, a kind of linguistic'slippery slope'which guides the development of forms. Synchronically a cline can be thought of as a 'continuum': An arrangement of forms along an imaginary line at one end of which is a fuller form of some kind, perhaps'lexical,', and at the opposite end a compacted and reduced form, perhaps 'grammatical'." (Hopper & Traugott 1993 :6f) I want to suggest two such clines, chosing predominantly the synchronic perspective. The first cline is sequential move > mm-initial move > pre-front field consdment (> constituent in the inner sentence frame)
It is just one instance of the classical cline from interaction (conversation) to synta ( (cf. Giv6n 1979; Hyman 1975; for causal clauses, cf. Couper-Kuhlen, in this volume) . A dialogical, sequential structure is condensed and 'compacted' into a grammatical one in which the structure is no longer open to interactional negotiation, but weakly (and later on possibly strongly) adjoined grammatically. The second cline almost looks like the opposite:
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In this case, a constituent moves out of the grammatical centre of the sentence into its periphery; at the same time, its semantic meaning is bleached and its scope widened, while it takes on pragmatic meaning as a discourse marker. Processes of this type have been described, e.g., by Romaine & I-ange 1991 and Erman & Kotsinas 1993.16 With regard to German, we need to note, however, that discourse markers are not restricted positionally to the beginning or end of a unit (sentence, clause, intonational phrase, turn, etc.). We therefore need to work with a wider, i.e. functional rather than distributional notion of 'discourse markers' than instance Schiffrin (1987) for English. Evidence for the first cline is perhaps most compelling for vocatives and other pre-front field constituents which may be used as summons in conversation. The most interactional stage of the cline is a sequential structure such as the following: If an address term is used as a summons, its position is that of an initiative, first pair part in a sequence; it requires a response by the addressed party. Only after this response (in the telephone data, it likely occurs during the one-second break, not audible for caller A.) can (and indeed, must) the first speaker continue. The interactional function of this sequence is usually to establish a focussed interaction, i.e. to assure mutual availability for interaction. The same linguistic structures used for summons may also occur in the 16 Er.un & Kotsinas 1993 suggest the term pragmaticaliztion for the second and third cline.
However, there are also important similarities with th'e first cline. Traugott (MS 1995) mentions decategorialization, phonological reduction, increase in pragmatic function (usually entailing semantic bleaching and sometimes "subjectivization'), polpemy, which justi$ treating both clines as grammaticalization clines.
A: H:
pre-front field (as, for instance, in extract (15) above). In this case, there is no need, and, in most cases, no space for the recipient to respond after the address term. The sequential summons-answer-continuation sequence is condensed into a syntactic pattern of pre-front field * inner sentence frame, and the two components do not constitute conversational moves each any longer. At the same time, the pragmatic interpretation of the address form becomes more indexical. Since co-presence has been established beforehand, the original function of the summons is no longer valid; instead of a relatively uniform meaning, the pre-front vocative can now take on variety of pragmatic meanings, such as to mark topic shifts or to introduce central or critical conversational moves.l7 Another sequential pattern on the cline towards an asyndetic pre-front field constituent are conditional/temporal clauses (ct.2.2. above). These clauses, although syntactically marked as dependent, may be used on their own in German (as well as in English), in particular as a polite form of certain face-threatening acts (like in a request such as: Wenn ich Sie bitten dilrfte, mir das abzunehmen?
'if.I could ask you to carry this for me?'). As such, they obviously require a second pair part, i.e., a response. This interactional use of conditional clauses is still visible in extract (4), where A's intervention is introduced by the sequential "pre(-pre)"18'if I may come in at this point briefly'; however, we are not on the purely sequential extreme of the cline any longer, for although the 'request'is acknowledged by participantB.'s hm, the requesting party (A.) does not wait for such a response before he pursues his turn. The "pre(-pre)" still is a prefatory actMf, of course, but it introduces a turn which is organized as a complex one irrespective of the recipient's response (which is presumably taken for granted). Further down the cline, no legitimate space for intervention or response is available any more; cf. the more grammaticalized uses of conditional or temporal clauses; cf. (5) and (6). Pre-front field clauses of this type tend to become routinized and idiomatic; their lexicalization is another piece of evidence for an ongoing process of grammaticalization. Sometimes, these idiomatic and lexicalized pre-front field formulae even move down the cline the final step and can be used in the inner sentence frame -in the pre-or post-field -as well (but not, or only parenthetically, in the middle field). An example are metapragmatic formulae such as offen gestanden 'ftanby', kurz (gesagt) 'in short'. On this cline, which is very old, conditional phrases have become integrated into the German front field (cf. for details Behaghel 1929) .
Grammaticalization on the interaction-to-grammar cline is also involved, when structures typically used in conversation for responsive moves -in particular, for comments and evaluations -are re-categorized as projecting, pre-front field structures. One case are adverbials such as natitrlich, sicher, klar another are agreement tokens such as oltay, gut. There natural locus of occurrence is that of acknowledgement or agreement moves, adjacent to some other party's activity: (17) [of murse
In this case, the sequential and semantic orientation of the adverbial is clearly baclavards: Speaker A agrees with speaker B.le Slightly on the cline towardl grammaticalization, the same adverbials and agreement tokens may be used as turn-initial components which both respond to the prior other party's contribution and introduce a more complex turn component:
(18) ("Hausrat" Stern [telephone conversation between client and insurance representative]) ((client complains about the behaviour of the insurance companies who, in her opinion, take the costumers for a ride; her own contract has been terminated by the company)) ( (... ) )j ide versicherungsgesellschaft will gewinne machen, ham sie ia auch gemacht mit ihren pivanersicherungen; nicht -das ging ja alles durch d1e presse; ieat haben sie ja getrennte rechnungrlegtng weil=se ja jent auch ihre garlzen -was weilJ tch was die da alles gemacht haben; das haben sie ja alles mit den kleinen kunden -da -reingeholt.
ia nattlrlich, ieder verdient sein g€ld, aber ich mein=ich kann natitrlich verstihen, das darf man dem versicherer nicht 'tlbelnehmen, wenn er [...J von der kiufmdnnischen seite sagt jeat k'tlndige ich den vertag; every insurance mmpany wants to make profit, this is what they did with these private insurances; didn't they -it was all in the press; now they have separate tendering of account; because they now did their whole -I dbn't know what they did; they -gor ir all back from rhe small -cusrumer. yes of SS,, everybody makes his money, but I mean=I can understand of course, you must not blame the insurance company, if it [...] saln from the commercial side of the min now I terminate this contract Here, nati.irlich 'of course' is syntactically and pragmatically ambiguous; it both comments on and agrees with Cl.'s prior blame and projects the present speaker's following turn-component,'everybody makes his own money.
But in a pre-front field usage of natilrlich 'of course' as in ex. (2), the sequential environment is different: There is no prior turn by another participant to which the adverbial refers. Instead, the pre-front field adverbial (or agreement token) introduces a syntactic gestalt in the middle of a complex turn, for instance a long argument. Semantically, these pre-front field agreement adverbials and V: R.
19 Note that nattlrliclr 'naturally' has already undergone semantic bleaching in this context.
The pre-front fuA in spokn German 3t7 tokens often preface a possible counter-argument, which the speaker presumes to be relevant in some kind of imagined dialogue with a paftner who is not necessarily identical with the one co-present. This counter-argument, although it has not been made by the other par$, at least not explicitly and not in the prior turn, is taken up and 'agreed with' in a yes-but strategy. It is easy to see how this metaphorical extension of the primary interactional usage of agreement adverbials and tokens opens the way to grammaticalization into a connective with quasi-conjunctional function.
It is presumably on this cline that some of the German modal particles came into being -in particular, standard German ja (meaning: 'as we both know'), doch (meaning: 'I assume that you will agree or concur') and Bavarian fei (< fein,lit. 'fine', now roughly meaning:
'contrary to what you may assume'). They are exclusively used in the inner sentence frame today and have therefore reached the most grammatical pole of the cline. Evidence for the second cline, which turns elements of the inner sentence frame into discourse markers, comes from the development of (sentence) adverbs. Maybe the most spectacular example is the word also, which started out (and may still be used) as a connective adverbial in the inner sentence frame, indicating a consecutive relationship between the clause into which it is incorporated, and the preceding one(s): -(sd so dann m)* l4mst also lieber da: in Kdbleru. -T: ja dds sowiesf R: well then; -are you are you coming to Bremen? -one of these da)6 [or so; T:
[no:: now very soon you se€: -end of -ehm -october=but again just for a very short time only R:
(l see in that case) so you rather study down there in Koblenz. -T:
oh that is for sure
This semantically rather well delimited use of. also'so' as an adverb which indicates some kind of consequence of what has been previously said (in this case, a conclusion R. draws from T.'s statement that she will not be able to see him in Bremen for quite some time) is quantitatively of minor importance in spoken German, however. Instead, also has aissumed a multitude of contextually determined pragmatic meanings, and is predominantly used for for structuring discourse. For these discourse functions, it occurs in fixed and circumscribed sequential and/or syntactic environments. For instance, it is frequently used as a repair marker (as in ex. (20)) or as a pre-closing token (as in ex. (21) )' via the pre-front field position. Just like glaub and mein, it can be used in the pre-front field and also in the middle field, but never in the front field. A number of pre-front field adverbials such as klar 'sure (lit. clear)', moglich 'possible' which share this restriction (but partly cannot stand in any other position of the inner sentence frame either) may be seen as grammaticalized versions of more complex matrix sentences involving the copula sein'to be' (to be).
Concluding remarks
In this paper, I have analysed a syntactic position of spoken German which is highly relevant for spoken language but does not accord with the canonical, written sentence. All examples discussed have something in common, which can be stated in syntactic terms, yet in terms of a syntax which is already related to interaction and, in particular, turn-taking. The basic pattern is one that opens up a new syntactic gestalt, i.e., on their own, constituents in this position cannot form a turn-constructional unit. On the other hand, although it is clear that something more is to come, the newly begun gestalt is so underdetermined (open) that no precise predictions can be made about what kind of syntactic structure is going to emerge. I have argued that such an underdetermined syntactic opening can be of interactional advantage if the syntactic structure so begun is also the beginning of a turn-at-talk.
In the second part of this paper, I have given a number of examples which show that the pre-front field is an important grammaticalization position for German. On two 'clines'grammaticalization was observed: One from interactional sequence via turn-initial position to pre-front field syntax (and possible onwards to syntactization into the inner sentence frame); the other, almost inverse, from a structure within the tight syntactic construction of the sentence via the pre-front field to discourse markers.
